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j\ttorney Members of the 1972 Kentucky Senate 
BY J. ALLEN SINGLETON 
Eastem Kentucky University 
The purpose of this study is to examine legislative production by 
attorneys who were members of the 1972 Session of the Kentucky Senate.1 
A method for assessing the quantative nature of legislative production 
will be used. It will provide a basis for comparison of the relationship 
of selected variables to legislative production; both among categories of 
attorney senators and in comparing them with non-attorney members of 
the Senate. 
The tendency for there to be large number of attorneys in American 
legislative bodies is well known; the Kentucky Legislature is no excep-
tion to this pattern. Seventeen of the thirty-eight senators in the 1972 
session were attorneys. This percentage of attorney senators ( 44%) rep-
resents an increase compared with prior sessions of the Senate.2 Also, 
there is a higher proportion of attorneys in the Senate than in the House. 
Again, the 1972 figure of 22% represents an increase over prior sessions.8 
There were more attorney senators in 1972 than senators from any 
other occupational field. In terms of numbers, the closest other occupa-
tional fields were insurance ( 16%), and farming ( 11%). The occupational 
fields of members of the Kentucky Legislature for the 1972 session are 
indicated in Table 1. The distribution of other characteristics among 
TABLE 1. Distribution of Vocations and Professions, Kentucky Legislature, 1972 
Profession House Senate 
Lawyers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22% 44% 
Insurance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6% 16% 
Farmers ...... . ..................... . .... ... . . ... ..... 17% 11% 
Banks and Finance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4% 8% 
Morticians . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5% 
Retail Store Owners . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11% 3% 
Land DevelopmenVReal Estate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6% 3% 
Construction Industries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4% 3% 
News Media . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4% 3% 
Teachers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9% 
Not Indicated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5% 
N-100 N-38 
1 The data for this study were extracted from: Kentucky Department of Public 
Information. Kentucky General Assembly 1972, Frankfort, and U.S. Bureau of the 
Census, Census of Population 1970 General Population Characteristics Final Report 
PC(l)-Bl9 and B20 Kentucky. 
2 Malcolm E. Jewell and Everett W. Cunningham. Kentucky Politics. Lexington: 
University of Kentucky Press, 1968 p. 218. 
8 Ibid. 
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members of the Senate, members of the House, and attorney members 
of the Senate for the 1972 session is indicated in Table la. The data in 
this table show that almost all characteristics identified for senators are 
quite comparable when attorney senators as a group are compare d With 
the entire membership. There are only two categories which seem to 
indicate apparent differences. First, most Baptists in the Senate are at. 
torneys, and a large portion ( 41%) of the attorneys are Baptist. A second 
and more important relationship, although the statistical difference is 
not as great, is that proportionally more attorney senators do not indicate 
organizational affiliation than is true for non-attorney senators. 4 Forty. 
one percent of the attorney senators do not indicate organizationa l affil.i. 
ation, while only fourteen percent of non-attorneys do not indicate at 
least some organizational affiliation. 
Legislative Production 
The legislative function is complex: so too, is the question of the 
relationship of the legal profession to the legislative role.5 Perha ps the 
prime obvious theoretical role of a legislator is that of a prod ucer of 
legislation: that is, the introduction and enactment of legislative pro-
posals. This seemingly simple relationship hides a maze of inter-re lation-
ships which are often undefinable and are subject to much capri cious. 
ness. A classic example of the problem of measurement and evaluation 
of legislative measures can be illustrated by SB 113 of the 1972 legisla-
tive session. This bill was introduced by 30 of the 38 senators indi cated 
as joint sponsors. Despite this apparent overwhelming "popular" support 
of the senators, the bill died in committee! Nonetheless, as long as the 
constitutional job of the legislator is to legislate, some attention must be 
paid to the legislator's activeness in the area of introducing and directing 
proposed legislation through legislative channels. 
Because of the diversity of issue areas and value judgments con-
cerning the types of issues involved in the legislative process, it is diffi. 
cult to arrive at a uniform standard of measurement of legislative pro-
duction. One method of comparing individual legislative production that 
has some validity is to establish a ratio or index score for each legislator. 
This index score is based on the number of bills the individual Senator 
introduces in proportion to: (a) the total number of bills introd uced, 
4 The measurement of association used in this paper is referred to as Yule's Q. 
The theory and function of this measurement may be found in any number of worh 
on statistical analysis. One valuable description may be found in William Buchanan. 
Understanding Political Variables, New York: Charles Scribners Sons, 1969 pp. 99-
102, 126-135. 
5 Examples are numerous. One is: Malcolm E. Jewell and Samuel C. Patterson. 
The Legislative Process in the U.S. Third edition, New York: Random House, 1972. 
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TABLE la. Member Characteristics 1972 Kentucky Legislature 
Jtace· 
White 
Black 
Hou8e 
98% 
2% 
sei= Men ... • • • • • • • •. • •. • • • ........... . ....... 97% 
Women ...... , .... .. ............ .. ........ 3% 
Veterans • • • • · · · · · · · · · • • • • • • • • - - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 59% 
part)': 
~:Ubu:~ ·  : : :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : i~: 
Religion: 
iaffo!ust · : : : : :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : 
Christian ......... • •. • • ...... .. . • ........ . 
Catholic .. ............................... . 
Presbyterian .... . ..... .. .. ... ............. . 
Episcopal ..... .. ...................... . .. . 
Church of God .. ........ ................ .. 
Other ...... ................ . ............ . 
Not Indicated ............. .. . . .. ... .. ... . . 
Education: 
28% 
13% 
11% 
26% 
4% 
2% 
3$ 
3% 
10% 
College . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ff1% 
( Private College) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21% 
Prior Legislative Service: 
None .............. . ..... . ..... .. ......... 31% 
1-2 Sessions . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44% 
3 or more . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25% 
House Service Only ....................... . 
Organizations: 
Masons ........... . .. . .. .. ...... . ......... 18% 
Lions ...... . . .. .......................... 15% 
Jaycees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15% 
American Legion .. .............. . ... ....... 13% 
~gh~ of Columbus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11% 
Kiwams . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8% 
VFW ............... ....... .. .... ........ 8% 
Rotary . . . .. . .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 6% 
Optimist . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6f, 
Farm Bureau . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6% 
Moose . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3% 
Kentucky Education Ass'n . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6% 
Elles ........................... .... ...... 3% 
FOP .... .... ........... .... ........ ...... 4% 
College Social Fraternity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2% 
Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2% 
NAACP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1% 
Urban League . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1% 
NFO .................. ... ............. ... 2% 
Woodmen of the World .... . ...... . ... .. ... . 
None Indicated ...................... . ..... 24% 
Attorney 
Senate Senators 
97% 
3% 
97% 
3% 
71% 
71% 
29% 
24% 
18% 
13% 
13% 
11% 
5% 
8% 
8% 
84% 
37% 
18% 
42% 
29% 
11% 
26% 
17% 
11% 
13% 
8% 
5% 
16% 
3% 
5% 
3% 
5% 
3% 
3% 
5% 
26% 
100% 
100% 
76f, 
77% 
23% 
41% 
12% 
12% 
17% 
12% 
6f, 
100% 
52% 
23% 
41% 
30% 
6% 
12% 
6% 
12% 
6% 
12$ 
12% 
17% 
6% 
12% 
41$ 
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and, ( b) the total number of bills reaching various stages in the legis]a. 
tive process.6 
There are several steps to the process of determining the legislativ 
index score of each legislator. The total number of bills and the to~ 
number of bills enacted into law during a session are considered as two 
separate wholes, each represented by 1.0 or 100%. Thus, a numerical 
value is generated for each bill introduced during a session. There is also 
a numerical value to be assigned to a bill in relation to the stage it 
achieved in the legislative process. A bill which does not progress beyond 
the chamber of introduction receives only the initial value for introduc-· 
tion. As already indicated, bills which are enacted into law are consid. 
ered as a single category . The ratio value for this category is added to 
the initial value assigned for introduction to give the total index value 
of that bill. Bills which are introduced and passed by the whole Senate 
but fail to become law are assigned a score twice that of a bill that ~ 
introduced but is not passed by the Senate. 
The structure and functioning of this index-hereafter referred to 
as the Index of Legislative Activity, or Index-can best be illustrated by 
using data from the 1972 regular session of the Kentucky State Senate. 
The derivation of this index is shown in Table 2. 
Tabulation of a score for a hypothetical senator will illustrate how 
the Index measures legislative activity. This is illustrated in Table 3. As 
that table indicates, the hypothetical senator introduced a tota l of eight 
bills. Taking each category indicated in Table 2, the senator's legislative 
activity may be summarized as follows: ( 1) three bills which were in-
troduced with the senator indicated as the major sponsor never got out 
of the Senate; ( 2) three bills which passed the Senate, but were never 
finalized; and, ( 3) two bills which became law. To determine the sena-
tor's Index score, the number of bills in each category is multiplied by 
the ratio value of an individual item in that category. These category 
totals are then added . This total indicates the senator's total Index score. 
The total Index score indicated for the hypothetical senator in Table 
3 ( 4.2237) corresponds to the approximate median Index of Legislative 
Activity score for a senator in the 1972 session of the Kentucky Senate- · 
specifically, the median score was 4.0918 (between 4.2165 and 3.9872). 
Table 4 indicates the Index of Legislative Activity scores for the 1972 
regular session of the Senate. Other characteristics indicated are : which 
senators are attorneys, their party affiliation, prior Senate service, sena• 
6 An example may be found in: J. Allen Singleton, "Reapportionmen t of the•• 
Oklahoma House of Representatives." Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Texas Tech 
University, 1970. 
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TABLE 2. Derivation of the Index of Legislative Activity Score 
1972 Kentucky Senate--Regular Session 
(l) Bills Introduced:a 1.0 x 100 = 0.2493 
401 
(Z) Bills Passing Senate, not becoming law ( 3) Bills Enacted into law b 
( 0.2493) X (2) = 0.4986 
1.0 X 100 = 0.7407 
135 
0.7407 + 0.2493 = 0.9900 
a Included in this total of 401 are bills introduced and resolutions requiring a 
roll-call vote of the Senate. 
b This value includes a value of 0.2493 for the introduction of the bill and a 
value of 0.7407 for its being enacted into law, making the total value for the item 
of 0.9900. 
TABLE 3. Derivation of the Index of Legislative Activity 
for a Hypothetical Senator, 1972 Session 
Number of Score per 
Bills Disposition Item 
3 Died in Senate 0.2493 
3 Passed Senate, died in House 0.4986 
2 Enacted into law 0.9900 a 
Totals 
0.7479 
1.4958 
1.9800 
8 Total number of bills Total Index 4.2237 
a This value includes a value of 0.2493 for the bill being introduced and a value 
of 0.7407 for the bill being enacted into law, making the total for the item equal 
0.9900. 
tors indicating having held political office other than in the Kentucky 
House or Senate, those senators who indicated that they held a B.S. or 
B.A. degree, and senatorial districts where the median education level 
was below the state median education level. 
In examining the entire legislative production of the 1972 session, 
there are two obvious and anticipated results concerning tenure and 
party affiliation. Looking first at tenure and legislative production: as the 
literature of political science indicates, legislators with longer experience 
in the legislative process tend to produce more legislation. 7 For the 1972 
session, senators with longer tenure tend to be legislatively more active 
than senators with no prior or only one prior session of experience in the 
Senate. This relationship is shown in Table 5. It is interesting that al-
though an apparent relationship between legislative production and ten-
ure is evidenced; it is not as strong for this session as it is in some 
legislatures. 
As Table 5a indicates, attorney senators with greater tenure do not 
gain an appreciable advantage over non-attorney senators in terms of 
7 Jewell and Patterson, The Legislative Process. 
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TABLE 4. Index Scores and Oiaracteristics of S.enators and Districts 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Prior 
District Sc01"e Attorney Party 
Education B.S. 01' Political 
terms Region level Urban B.A. Office 
01 0.9972 X D 2 w X 
02 15.3496 X D 5 w 
03 2.4858 D 2 w X X 
04 10.1565 X D 5 w X 
05 0.0000 D H w X 
06 4.9572 X D 1 w X 
07 0.7479 D 0 E X X 
08 9.1737 D 2 w 0 X 
09 8.6823 X R 2 w X 
10 9.8908 D 3 w X 
11 2.7207 X D 4 E X 
12 15.3558 X D 3 E X 
13 11.1609 X D 0 E X X 
14 2.9700 X D 1 E X 
15 4.2165 R 2 E X 
16 0.4986 X R 1 w X X 
17 1.4886 R 2 E X 
18 0.0000 R 0 E X 
19 4.6997 D H E X X 
20 3.4758 D 1 E X X 
21 1.2465 R H E X X X 
22 1.2465 D 1 E X 
23 2.2293 X D H E X X 
24 3.9672 R 2 E X X X X 
25 1.2393 D 0 E X 
26 9.1377 D 3 E X 
27 6.6807 D 2 E X X 
28 5.1983 D 1 E X 
29 1.7451 X D 0 E X X 
30 8.1621 D 5 E X 
31 3.2265 X D 0 E X X 
32 0.7479 X R 1 w 
33 8.2081 D 2 E X X 
34 2.7351 R 3 E X X 
35 4.4504 X D 0 E X X 
36 4.9716 X R 7 E X 
37 4.7223 D 0 E X X 
38 7.9432 X D 1 E X 
~u Attorney Senators indicated by x. 
~: 
~! 
D indicates Democrat; R indicates Republican. 
Prior terms indicated by numbers, tenure in House only indicated by H. 
E indicates Eastern part of state; W indicates Western part of state. 
Districts with median education level below state median of 9.9 indicate d by :r. 
Urban districts indicated by x; Davies County indicated by O • 
Senators indicating a B.S. or B.A. degree indicated by x. 
Senators indicating prior public office indicated by x. 
TABLE 5. Senate Tenure and Index of Legislative Activity Scores 
Length of Time in the Senall 
Index Score of 4.0 or above 
Index Score of 3.9 or below 
Two or More One or No Prlot 
Sessions Sessionl 
12 7 
6 13 
Value of Q - .59 
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TABLE 5a. Attorneys, Senate Tenure and Legislative Activity scores 
index Score at 
4.0 or above 
index Score at 
3.9 or below 
Senators who are Attomeys Senators who are not Attomeys 
Two or More One or no prior Two or More One or no prior 
Sessions Sessions Sessions Sessions 
5 
2 
Q = .58 
4 
6 
7 
3 
Q = .69 
3 
8 
legislative activity. This finding is in conformity with the data shown 
in Table 6 which indicat e that as a group, attorneys are not statistically 
rnore legislatively productive than the non-attorney members of the 
Senate. 
TABLE 6. Attorneys and the Index of Legislative Activity 
Attorney Senators Other Senators 
Index Score of 4.0 or above . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 10 
Index Score of 3.9 or below . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 11 
Q = .10 
The second general area of anticipated findings deals with political 
parties. As would be expected in a Democratically dominated Senate, in 
a state with a Democratic governor, the Democratic senators are legis-
latively more active than the Republicans. Despite the relatively low 
value of Q indicated in Table 7 which describes the relationship between 
TABLE 7. Party Affiliation and the Index of Legislative Activity 
Democrats Republicans 
Index Score of 4.0 or above . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 3 
Index Score of 3.9 or below .... . .......... . ..... .. .. . . . . 12 7 
Q = .51 
party affiliation and legislative production, that relationship appears sig-
nificant when the total Index of Legislative Activity score of legislative 
production by Democrats is compared with that of the Republicans. The 
total score of legislative production by Democrats in excess of the median 
total is about 68. In contrast, the Republican total in excess of the median 
total is only slightly over 5 ( see Table 4 above). Put in terms of numbers 
of members, the Democrats had a ratio of Index score to number of sena-
tors of about 4: 1, while the ratio for the Republicans was less than 2: 1. 
A preliminary glance at the relationship between attorneys and po-
litical party affiliation appears to indicate nothing of significance. Table 
8 reflects these data. Although there are proportionately more Demo-
cratic senators who are attorneys than is true for Republican senators, 
this relationship is not statistically significant. However, if the region of 
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TABLE 8. Attorneys and Party Affiliation 
Democrats 
Attorney Senators . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 
Senators who are not Attorneys . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 
Repub lican, 
4 
6 Q = .12 
the state is considered, there is an observable relationship. The data in 
Table 8a indicate that the western districts of the state tend proportion. 
ately to select more attorneys to the Senate .8 Another interesting obser. 
vation is apparent when the relationship between party and attorney s in 
the eastern part of the state is examined. Although there are propor. 
tionately fewer attorneys elected in the eastern part of the state, more 
Democratic senators from there tend to be attorneys more often than do 
Republican senators ( Table 8b). 
TABLE 8a. Attorneys and the Region of the State 
West East 
Attorney Senators . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 10 
Senators who are not Attorneys . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 17 
Q = .49 
TABLE 8b. Attorneys and Party Affiliation in the Eastern Half of the State 
Democrats Rep ublican, 
Attorney Senators . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 1 
Senators who are not Attorneys . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 6 
Q = .66 
Regionalism, as an element of attorney vis-a-vis non-attorney legis-
lative production does not seem to be a factor ( Table 8c). However, the 
impact of regionalism is reflected when the question of tenure is injected 
as an aspect of legislative activity. Presented in terms of all senators from 
the eastern part of the state and all senators from the western pa rt of the 
state, there is a difference in the relationship between tenure and legis• 
TABLE 8c. Index of Legislative Activity, Attorneys and Region of the State 
East West 
Attorn _ey Senators not Attorney Senators not 
Senators Attorneys Senators Atto rneys 
Index Score of 4.0 or above 5 8 4 2 
Index Score of 3.9 or below 5 9 3 2 
Q = .05 Q = .14 
s The boundaries between East and West, as used in this paper , generally follow 
the arbitrary census bureau demarcation line, with adjustments for senatorial districts. 
It is recognized that regional districts in Kentucky are more complex, although there 
is a dearth of literature in support of this observation. The compilation of materials 
by Mary Jean Bowman and W. Warren Haynes for their Resources and People in 
East Kentucky , Baltimore : The John Hopkins Press, 1963 was especially helpful in 
observing the potential validity of the dividing which was chosen. 
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I tive activity ( Table 8d). Even though tenure does seem to affect leg-
·alative production, this tendency is less strong in the eastern part of the 
1
~te. In this respect, considering attorneys and tenure in the eastern part 
5 f the state, as is done in Table Be, it may be observed that tenure is 
~ore :important in the legislative production of non-attorney senators 
frorn the eastern part of the state. 
TABLE 8d. Index of Legislative Activity, Tenure and Region of the State 
Index Score of 4.0 or above 
Index Score of 3.9 or below 
East West 
2 or more 0-1 2 or more 0-1 
Sessions Session Sessi011S Session 
7 6 5 1 
3 11 2 3 
Q = .76 Q = .52 
TABLE Se. Attorneys, Tenure and Legislative Activity in the Eastern Part 
of the State 
Index Score at 4.0 or more 
Index Score at 3.9 or less 
Attorney Senators 
2ormore 0-1 
Sessions Sessi011S 
2 3 
1 4 
Q = .45 
Senators not Attorneys 
2ormore 0-1 
Sessi011S Sessi01IS 
5 3 
2 7 
Q = .70 
A more fundamental element which may be involved in these ob-
served relationships could be educational levels. When the categories of 
attorneys and those holding B.A. or B.S. degrees are combined, it is seen 
that 28 senators are included in this joint category. However, in terms 
of Index scores, there is no observable relationship between inclusion in 
this combined category and legislative production. Table 9 illustrates 
this relationship. 9 
It is interesting to note that there is a statistically significant rela-
tionship between the combined category of attorney and other college 
graduates and region. Table 10 indicates that the senators from the west-
ern part of the state overwhelmingly fall into this category. 10 An item of 
additional interest regarding the senators from the eastern part of the 
TABLE 9. College Degree and Index of Legislative Activity 
Index Score at 4.0 or above 
Index Score at 3.9 or below 
Senators with a 
College Degree 
14 
14 
Senators without 
College Degree 
5 
5 
Q = 0.0 
9 Again, as noted in Table 6, there is no statistical relationship between legis-
lative production and the category of attorney senators. 
Io The problem of having a small number in one cell should be noted. A change 
from a 10/ 1 division in the West to a 9/2 division would reduce the value of Q to 
,45, still showing the directional relationship, but not so strongly. What is important, 
obviously, is that the division does exist. 
102 JOUIINAL OF POLITICAL SCIENCE 
state is that when the urban-rural nature of the district is consider 
proportionately more attorneys represent urban areas than represe nt ~ 
areas. This relationship is shown in Table 10a. 
TABLE 10. College Degree and Region 
West ECZ8t 
Senators with a College Degree 10 17 
Senators without a College Degree 1 10 
Q = .70 
TABLE 10a. Attorneys and Urban/Rural Districts in the Eastern Part of the State 
Urban Rural 
Attorney Senators 6 4 
Senators who are not Attorneys 5 12 
Q = .56 
After examining the educational level of the senators in relation to 
legislative activity, the educational level of the senatorial district itself 
was considered. The median educational level for the state-9. 9 years of 
education as indicated by the U.S. Bureau of the Census-was used as 
the standard. The senatorial districts were then divided into two groups: 
those at or above the state median educational level, and those fully be-
low the state median educational level.11 By comparing the Index of 
Legislative Activity scores for these two groups of districts, a directional 
relationship is observed between higher educational levels and increased 
legislative activity as defined by the Index. These data are reflected in 
Table 11.12 Similar data for rural districts are shown in Table lla .13 
TABLE 11. Median Educational level of Districts and Index Scores 
Senators above Senators, score, 
4.0 level 8.9 or below 
Above State Median of 9.9 15 8 
Below State Median of 9.9 4 11 
Q = .67 
TABLE Ila. Median Educational level of Districts and the Index Scores 
of Senators from Rural Districts 
Above State Median of 9.9 
Below State Median of 9.9 
Senators scoring at Senators scoring at 
4.0 or above 3.9 or below 
5 4 
5 12 
Q = .50 
11 Median education levels from multi-county districts were determined by using 
the algabretic formula of the median times the total population of each county ( or 
segment thereof), and dividing the sum by the total population. Th e entire county 
median of multi-district counties was used for each district in that county. 
12 The chi square value for these data is 6.56, which is statistically significant 
at the .02 level. 
13 Excluded are senators from Jefferson, Fayette, and Campbell Counties. 
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TABLE llb. Median Educational level of Districts and Attorney Senators 
and College Graduate Senators 
Attorney Senators not College 
Senators Attorneys Non-graduates Graduate 
J3eloW State Median of 9.9 
Above State Median of 9.9 
7 8 5 10 
10 13 5 18 
Q = .06 Q = .28 
One additional relationship which has regional dimensions is the 
public expression of prior political experience other than House or Senate 
J}lembership. There is a greater probability that senators from the eastern 
part of the state will indicate some type of prior political office. Table 12 
J]light also be inferred from the previously noted relationship of attor-
neys to regionalism ( Table 8b). Interestingly, as Table 12a indicates, 
TABLE 12. Region of State and Indication of Political Office 
Other Political No Other Political 
Office Indicated Office Indicated 
East ..... . .. . .. .... .... ... .. . .. . ........ 16 11 
West . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 8 
Q = .59 
reflects this relationship. This observation tends to confirm the findings 
of William Buclmer in his work: "The Mountains and the Bluegrass: A 
Comparative Study of County offices in Kentucky." 14 This relationship 
there is an opposite relationship between attorneys, legislative produc-
tion, and public expression of other political office. That is, attorneys who 
did not have other political activities indicated in their biographical 
sketches were proportionately more active in terms of legislative pro-
duction than those who did indicate other political activity. Further 
examination of this area should be made to determine whether this is a 
result of role orientation or of party activity, especially since the table 
also indicates the lack of any similar relationship among the other 
senators. 
TABLE 12a. Index of Legislative Activity, Attorneys and Indication 
of Political Office 
Index Score 
4.0 or above 
Index Score 
3.9 or below 
Attorney Senators Senators Not Attorneys 
No Other Political Other Political No Other Political Other Political 
Office Indicated Office Indicated Office Indicated Office Indicated 
6 3 5 5 
3 5 5 6 
Q = .53 Q = .09 
14 William Buckner, "The Mountains and the Bluegrass: A Comparative Study 
of County Officials in Kentucky," Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Ken-
tucky, 1968. 
104 JOURNAL OF POLITICAL SCIENCE 
Conclusions 
There are several observations which are worthy of emphas is or of 
further examination. These observations apply only to the 1972 Session 
of the Kentucky Senate and at that, to only one facet of the roles that 
the legislator must fulfill. 
1. On a quantative basis, the legislative production role of the at. 
tomey is not appreciably different from that of other Kentucky Sena. 
tors. Differences which do appear may well be reflections of the dis. 
tricts represented rather than the attorney's role itself or of personal 
goals vis-a-vis party goals. 
2. There are sectional or regional dimensions to Kentucky politics. 
3. The Republican minority, although not quantatively as active as 
some Democratic senators, is not totally excluded from legislative 
production. 
4. The most significant factor in explaining quantative legislative 
success in the 1972 Senate is tenure. 
